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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 4-6, 8 have been presented for reconsideration. Claims 2, 3, 7 and 9 
have been cancelled. Claim 10 has been added. Claims 1, 4-6, 8, and 10 are now 
pending in the application. Claims 1, 4-6, 8 and 10 have been rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1, 4-6, 8, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Legh-Smith of record. 

Referring to claim 1 , Legh-Smith teaches a method of assigning keywords to 
Internet page as claimed. See Figures 1-4 and the corresponding portions of Legh- 
Smith's specification, for this disclosure. Refer specifically to Figure 3 and the 
corresponding portions of the disclosure for the claimed invention. In particular Legh- 
Smith teaches a method of assigning keywords to an Internet site or Internet page, 
comprising the steps of: 

Providing a topical category database [item 300, Column 4, lines 66-67, Column 
5, line 1], said topical category database contains at least one predefined topical 
category [... comprising headings and categories for inclusion in the database 1 12. (Fig 
2, item 200)]; 
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Assigning at least one keyword to said predefined topical categories [step 302, a 
list of keywords is generated for each of the categories for inclusion in the category list 
(Column 5, lines 3-5)]; 

Providing an Internet site and Internet page database [1 12], said Internet site and 
Internet page database contains information relative to at least one Internet site or 
Internet page [Fig. 4, Column 5, lines 45-48]; 

Assigning each said Internet page to at least one said predefined topical 
category [the list of URLs is cross-referenced back with the original description of 
categories and keywords (Column 5, lines 45-49)], thereby creating as page assigned 
topical category; and assigning each said Internet page [URL] at least one keyword 
contained within said keyword list [item 302] for said page assigned topical category. 

Applicant Argues 

Legh-Smith does not teach a method of assigning, or providing, Internet pages or 
sites any keyword, based upon the topical category that such Internet sites or 
pages have been assigned to 

Examiners Response 

Applicants' arguments are found unpersuasive. Examiner reiterates that Legh- 
Smith does in fact disclose the limitations as claimed. Legh-Smith states that the URL's 
are cross-referenced back with the original description of categories and keywords 
[Column 5, lines 45-50]. It is the Examiners position that this "cross-referencing" 
assigns pages keywords according to their category. In Applicants' arguments dated 
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5/18/05, Applicant gives definitions for the terms at question. Examiner agrees with the 
definitions set forth as ones in concert with one of ordinary skill's knowledge. However, 
Examiner disagrees with Applicants' assertion that they mean completely different 
things. The cross-referencing as disclosed is an assignment. The correlation of one part 
of a work to pertinent information found elsewhere has linked the two pieces of 
information together in an authoritative or exact manner. Applicants 1 use of the word 
assign also links two pieces of information together. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would recognize the equivalency of the terms. 

The rest of Applicants' arguments are found unpersuasive for arguing limitations 
not found in the claims, or merely asserting the patentable distinction over the art of 
record. 

Referring to claim 4, Legh-Smith teaches the method of claim 1, as above, 
"wherein each of said predefined topical categories has a title [heading] and a brief 
synopsis description [associated information (Column 5, lines 5-8)]" as claimed. 

Referring to claim 5, Legh-Smith teaches the method of claim 1, as above, 
"assigning at least one keyword to said predefined topical category [Once (keywords 
are) provided for each of the categories] based on relatedness [associated information] 
between said keyword and said predefined topical category [Column 5, line 12, Column 
5, lines 5-8]" as claimed. 
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Referring to claim 6, Legh-Smith teaches the method of claim 2, as above, 
"comprising the step of adding any keywords previously assigned to said Internet site to 
said keyword list [Step 316] for said site assigned topical category [after steps 316, 320, 
report 322 contains filtered out URL's to allow periodic checks to be carried out to 
ensure that good information is not being rejected]" as claimed. 

Referring to claim 8, Legh-Smith teaches the method of claim 1 , as above. In 
particular Legh-Smith teaches assigning each said Internet site to at least one said 
predefined topical category, thereby creating a page assigned topical category, 
comprising the steps of: 

reviewing any previously assigned keywords contained within the meta tag field 
of said Internet site [step 316, the list of URLs (which as mentioned above is arranged 
by keyword)]; 

matching said previously assigned keywords to keywords contained within said 
keyword list[is cross-referenced back with the original description of categories and 
keywords, generated in step 302]; 

assigning said Internet page to the predefined topical category whose keyword 
list contains matching keywords [to identify those URLs which are candidates for each 
category]. 

Claim 10 contains the same limitations as claim 1 thus is rejected for the same 
reasons as claim 1. The reasons that claim 10 contains the same limitations as claim 1 
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is that the recitation of "for an keyword-based Internet search query" is an intended use 
limitation only found in the preamble. 

In response to applicant's arguments, the recitation "for an keyword-based 
Internet search query" has not been given patentable weight because the recitation 
occurs in the preamble. A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight 
where it merely recites the purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and 
where the body of the claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, 
instead, the process steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. See In re 
Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 
1 52, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1 951 ). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Luke Osborne whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4027. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo P. Picard can be reached on (571) 272-3749. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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